There are significant areas of difference between feminist and Post Keynesian economics. Some feminist contributions to discussions about ontology and critical realism suggest strong reluctance to adopt realist philosophies and these provide a marked contrast with Post Keynesians' frequent appeals for economics to reflect "reality". At the same time, however, some Post Keynesians are calling for a more inclusive, pluralist approach to economic research, a discussion that has areas of commonality with various feminist discussions of epistemology. Continued productive dialogue between the two traditions may be facilitated through an understanding of their contrasting ontological and epistemological debates. It may be further accommodated by growing recognition of the potential advantages of utilising plural methods to address specific research questions.
Introduction
As demonstrated by this symposium, some researchers have noted potential complementarities between specific strands of feminist and Post Keynesian economics (see also Danby 2004) . Recent discussions of ontology within each tradition have also featured a call for improved links between or co-development of Post Keynesian and feminist economics, as well as "old" institutionalism (Lawson 2003a:166) . In this paper we compare the debates about critical realism in the two traditions and use the insights generated by this comparison to identify some specific areas of contrast and commonality on methodological issues. Our goal is to identify those issues that could operate to either constrain or facilitate interactions between Post Keynesian and feminist approaches to economic research.
Recent conversations about critical realism have served to highlight the differences between Post Keynesian and feminist traditions. Feminist contributions to discussions about critical realism suggest a general reluctance to adopt realist ontologies and this stands in marked contrast with Post Keynesian writing where there are frequent appeals for economics to reflect "reality". It makes sense to fully explore these apparent differences in ontological frameworks before making further attempts to link Post Keynesian and feminist research projects, for example, through an initiative such as "Post Keynesian feminism".
Although this paper generally highlights apparent differences in approaches to questions of ontology, it also identifies a potential area of commonality between the traditions: an appreciation of the advantages of a plural approach to economic research programs. Some Post Keynesians are calling for a relatively inclusive, pluralist approach to economic research and these calls overlap with key feminist statements about the need for multiple contributions and approaches to questions of social and economic research. Indeed, in this paper we conclude that the capacity for continued and expanded productive dialogue between the two traditions is likely to depend on the extent to which pluralism of method is accommodated and acknowledged within both Post Keynesians' and feminists' broad research agendas.
Defining feminist and Post Keynesian economics
We start this discussion of feminist and Post Keynesian economics with an outline of our understandings of "feminist economics" and "Post Keynesian economics".
As participants within these areas of economic thought will appreciate, the task of defining the traditions is an exercise that poses significant challenges.
Nevertheless, attempts to develop working definitions serve to highlight some of the differences and similarities between the areas that are central to our discussion in the remainder of the paper.
In his history of Post Keynesian economics, King advocates what has become labelled a "big tent" approach to defining Post Keynesianism. He suggests that a minimum reasonable platform would be agreement with the propositions: …that output and employment are determined in the product market, not the labour market; involuntary unemployment exists; an increase in savings does not generate an equivalent increase in investment; a money economy is fundamentally different from a barter economy; the Quantity Theory holds only under full employment, with a constant velocity of circulation, while cost-push forces cause inflation well before this point is reached; and capitalist economies are driven by the animal spirits of entrepreneurs, which determine the decision to invest (King, 2002a:5-6) .
It is possible to link some of these propositions with more general ideas about the nature of market economies and, indeed, society in general. For example, the proposition that a "money economy is fundamentally different from a barter economy" links with wide-ranging arguments about the nature of fundamental uncertainty, which in turn can be linked with "a social ontology in which time matters… a radical distinction… between the past and future" (Danby 2004:57) .
However, it is important to note at the outset that King's definition, which we support, is not uncontroversial. For example, Davidson (2003/4: 247) argues for a relatively restricted methodological approach to the topics analysed by Post Keynesians. As we discuss later in this paper, the outcome of debates over the size of the Post Keynesian "tent" will have great importance for the future relationship between Post Keynesian and feminist economists.
Feminist economics encompasses a different set of topics and debates. A hallmark of the tradition is its emphasis on broadening the range of research questions that can be recognised as "economic" in nature. Perhaps not surprisingly, feminist economics is currently characterised by its focus on themes relating to the roles women undertake within society and why these have often been excluded from definitions of "the economy". Some of these themes include: the full range of "provisioning" activities undertaken within society; the role of care; the importance of institutions and social practices including families, national income structures and education structures; segmented labour markets; the implications of economic growth; gender analysis of public policy; and gender based differences in access to resources.
The tradition has also focused attention on the wide range of research methods that can be usefully employed to address economic issues. In large part this reflects feminist economics' origins in a feminist philosophy of science which argues that modern science, with its ideals of detachment and domination, is inherently androcentric. Feminist philosophies typically start from the observation that "science is a socially constructed activity: the social location, status and gender of scientists and scientific communities all play a significant role in determining the methods and practices of science" (Barker 1999:325) .
By identifying the privileging of some forms of socially constructed knowledge as problematic, the philosophic basis of feminist thought makes one key aspect of feminist research programs relatively clear -a need for diversity among researchers and research methods: "effective criticism and, by extension, good science requires alternative points of view" (Barker 1999:326 (Lawson 1994 (Lawson , 1999 (Lawson , 2003a show that a primary difference between the two traditions relates to the perceived relevance/legitimacy of realist ontologies in general -rather than critical realism in particular. In both journals references are frequently made to what appears to be naive realism, that is, a belief that reality is separate from our role as researchers and is also directly observable. Critical realism posits a more complex and nuanced argument of a social reality that consists of layers or domains in which it is argued that observations of the social world, reflect different layers of reality and may be unsynchronised.
Among Post Keynesians, the idea that the economy is "real" and exists independently of our knowledge is a proposition that appears relatively uncontroversial. In fact there has been comparatively little Post Keynesian debate about the terms "realist" or "realism". As Dow notes:
The term "realist" has many possible meanings. But for most Post Keynesian economists it is not a problematic term. Indeed, Paul Davidson's (1972 Davidson's ( , 1982 Keynesians have always focused on "real" policy problems and criticized the assumptions of mainstream theory for being "unrealistic" in the sense of being fictions rather than abstractions. Because the aim has been policy action to correct socially damaging market outcomes, or at least an understanding of the causes of these outcomes, the belief in the existence of an external reality has gone without saying (Dow 1999:24) .
Reflecting implicit belief in an external reality, there was relatively little debate in the JPKE early papers on Lawson's work about the capacity of economists to be largely neutral observers of the economy. Even in sophisticated discussions of methodology, which are more appropriate to the ideas of critical realism, there was relatively little questioning of the potential for a scientific community to accurately agree on adequate explanations of reality. For example:
For the realist, therefore, a further required stage of analysis is to critically examine the entities posited at the modelling stage in order to construct realist explanations -that is produce knowledge, of the complex interacting mechanisms underlying the observed events… (Downward 1995:405) .
…it is up to members of a particular scientific community to agree on a common set of structures and mechanisms that underlie observable sense data and to construct doctrines and theories that embody their analytical assessments of the powers, forces and tendencies that best explain these empirical observations. If those scientists recognize the ubiquity of the world being open and yet structured… then surely we may say there is a bridge between critical realism and scientific inquiry (Rotheim 1999:99) .
The apparent general acceptance of realism by Post Keynesians contrasts markedly with the responses from some prominent feminist economists to
Lawson's claims for critical realism. Two propositions of critical realism were a particular foci of debate in the Feminist Economics articles: that reality exists independent from our knowledge of it; and that, ultimately, there is an ability to adjudicate alternative explanations of this reality. Both were portrayed as still being too closely associated with a masculine approach to science and, thus, in conflict with feminism's underlying philosophy. Peter argued for example that critical realism does "not challenge the knowledge the natural sciences produce nor its status in society" (Peter 2003:97) . She also argued that critical realism neglects the issue that the scientist/investigator will be required to judge alternative explanations of the objects of enquiry. Answering her own question "where exactly does this 'judgemental rationality' come from?" Peter replied "…it inherits its belief in 'rationality' from the positivist conception of objective scientific explanation" (Peter 2003:98) .
Expanding on this criticism Peter created a powerful, negative image of the methods associated with critical realism:
Lawson's account invokes the picture of a crowd of scientists peeping at 'reality' through many different holes in a wall. Accommodating feminist concerns merely means piercing more holes in the wall, with the hope of getting a better view of reality. But what about the relations among these scientists, the relations scientists have to the 'objects' they study, and the effects this may have on the process of knowledge production? (Peter 2003:99) .
A particular aspect of this critique of critical realism, which further highlights feminist economics' emphasis on epistemology, relates to concerns about whether the positions of marginalised groups would be advanced by the 'adoption' of an ontological theory. Harding argued that among the key issues that feminism should address are those concerning the nature and construction of knowledge:
When dominant groups refuse to 'see' what appears obvious to marginalised groups, changing the topic to how standards are set for what should be counted as knowledge, good method, objectivity, or rationality can appear to offer the marginalised a likelier chance of success (Harding 1999:131) .
Nelson introduced further arguments against critical realism when she argues that it represents a continuation of the masculine traditions of western science. In particular, she argues that critical realism privileges "reason, abstraction, and precision over emotion, particularity, and what is vaguely known". It is therefore viewed as "pushing away" aspects of reality and knowledge that are associated with the feminine (Nelson 2003a:110) . Nelson argues that ontological approaches that propose an integrated relationship between a researcher and objects of enquiry are more suited to feminist philosophy and suggests that Alfred
Whitehead's ontology is a formulation of "a vital, interconnected, and purposeful universe" might be more aligned with feminist thought than critical realism:
Whitehead…more thoroughly locates the knower within reality and….sees the knower as having a sense of the whole and the many…as well of the self (Nelson 2003a:115) .
Nelson argued that to adopt Whitehead's ontology (but not necessarily critical The development of feminist ontology and epistemology should go together; neither should be perceived as prior. Economic science would be perceived as part of society and the researcher as specifically positioned in that society. (Kuiper 2004, 116) Despite these signs of convergence, there are remaining areas of debate about 'realism' that still need to be considered. One of these relates to the potential for heterodox economic projects to be transformative or emancipatory -as is emphasised by Lawson. Post Keynesian economics has often been connected with research programs that recommend "policy action to correct socially damaging market outcomes…" (Dow 1999:24) and, reflecting this, Lawson's arguments on this topic has been subject to relatively little debate within that tradition. However, having said this, both Rotheim (1999) and Dow (2006) and that the influence of fundamental needs or experience on human behaviour will be mediated by each individual's unique personality, experience and modes of determination. However, he remains optimistic about the potential to find agreement on emancipatory projects, concluding:
…it may be upon our unity as a species and the more generalised features of our social and historical experience and make up that the greater possibility of unambiguous and enduring progress rests (Lawson 1999:47) .
In making these comments Lawson enters important and extensive debates on moral relativism and meets some resistance from contributors to feminist economics. Barker (2003) challenges the humanist conception of human agency implicit in Lawson's work and questions whether in an advanced capitalist, globalised economy it would be possible to identify the shared interests, needs and motives that would be needed to foster the type of projects Lawson has in mind (Barker 2003: 243) . Peter extends this critique, and expresses concerns about "the potentially oppressive effects of universalising statements about a common human nature and shared human needs" (Peter 2003:99) .
In sum, feminist economists, much more than Post Keynesians, give priority to questioning assumptions about common "social goods" that might benefit everyone. Reflecting an emphasis on the social construction of knowledge, Barker and Kuiper write:
…what constitutes the "social good" can no longer be taken for granted. (Davidson 1996 (Davidson , 1999 Dow 1999 Dow , 2002 Dow , 2003 .
In contrast, feminist discussions to date have focused more specifically on the strengths and weaknesses of critical realism as an ontological theory, and relatively little discussion has considered its relevance to particular studies within These strategic considerations include concern for outcomes such as: the employment opportunities and professional status for members of the school (Dunn 2000) ; the potential to engage "in a scientific manner" with mainstream discussions (Davidson 1999) ; the perceived cohesiveness of a school's research program, particularly to outside observers (Dow 1999) ; and the ability to influence the priorities of other researchers and policy makers (Harding 2003) . The discussions of Post Keynesians and feminist economists on these issues helps identify their common strategic position as non-mainstream traditions. They share a perception of the need to communicate on issues directly relevant to specific questions of economic policy and on broader methodological issues within the discipline.
Despite this basic similarity, however, further differences are apparent in the details of the strategic discussion of critical realism within each tradition. The Post Keynesian response is characterised by divergent points of view. On the one hand,
Davidson rejects critical realism on the grounds that its adoption would inhibit interchange with mainstream economists:
The CR taxonomy… makes impossible a serious "scientific" dialogue (as science is defined by Samuelson and promulgated by Lucas and Sargent) with the majority of the economics profession. Nevertheless, I emphasize that the difference between the CR proponents and myself is primarily one of strategy rather than one of analytical content (Davidson 1999:129) .
This contrasts with Dunn's assertion that critical realism would promote dialogue with other heterodox areas of thought. In an era of declining fortunes for economics, he identifies this as one way of contributing to the further development of Post Keynesian economics. In a pragmatic assessment of available options, he finds that the opportunities for dialogue and theoretical development with the growing areas of business studies offer opportunity for synergies and dialogue that "constitutes a major lifeline" (Dunn 2000:361) .
The feminists who have responded to Lawson's ideas have raised a quite different set of 'strategic' concerns. Their focus has gone to questions of whether promoting dialogue with other traditions would assist with the basic aim of addressing "such realities as women's double-day of work, marital rape, women's contributions to human evolution…." (Harding 1999:131) . Ontological theory such as critical realism, in itself, is perceived as providing no guarantees that the unique aspects of women's lives, or other marginalised groups will be recognised, simply because scientists from dominant groups, regardless of their ontology, can not be relied on to 'see' the marginal position. Some feminists argue that there are significant barriers to shared understandings and that these extend beyond ontological commitment. Feminist economists appear more sceptical about the ability to dislodge naïve realist ontologies from their status of obvious (Harding 1999:30) .
Nelson adds to this comment on the political environment by observing that the adoption of an alternative ontology would threaten the position of many mainstream economists and would be strongly resisted:
[such a change] would be fundamentally scary for those who sense that not only their status as scientists set above the objects they study, but also their safety vis-à-vis chaos, their manhood…and their very own distinct selfhood are threatened… (Nelson 2003a:111) 
Debates about pluralism in economic research
The extent of apparent differences between the reactions of prominent Post
Keynesian and feminist economists to critical realism raises obvious questions about whether there are insurmountable barriers to closer links between the traditions. We would like to offer an optimistic perspective, locating an opportunity for closer links within the discussions about "pluralism" occurring within each tradition, some of which have been prompted by Lawson's work.
Identifying pluralism as a feature of feminist economics is relatively unproblematic. As noted above, much of the rationale for the development of feminist approaches to social and economic research was the recognition that there is more than one way of seeing and investigating the world. The recognition of the socially constructed and historically situated nature of research provides a rationale for adopting different methods and approaches to researching a particular subject area. It implies that research from a diversity of interested standpoints assists in the development of more complete knowledge that represents the views of a diverse community (Harding 1987 (Harding , 2003 Pujol 1992; Nelson 1993 Nelson , 2003a Nelson , 2003b Strassman 1994; Strober 1994; Barker 2003 Barker , 1999 Peter 2003) . As Harding (2003:152) notes, there is relatively little inconsistency on this point between standpoint theory and critical realism.
Rather than just recognising feminist economics as "pluralist", however, it is important to identify some of the features of that pluralism. In this respect, feminist economics can be characterised as pluralist in a very broad sense: different ontological approaches are accommodated, in addition to a wide range of research methods. It is not unusual to see reference to "feminisms" 2 , rather than "feminism" and these words themselves are telling of the nature of pluralism within feminist economics. Feminist economics does not portray itself as a consistent, cohesive body of work with readily identifiable tenets. This might be seen by some as a weakness or disadvantage, particularly by those who see consistent, universal models as highly desirable features of economic theorising.
As previously discussed, however, feminists largely reject these criteria as relevant to "good" social and economic research.
As is evident in our brief summary of Post Keynesian discussions of critical realism, there is also support for pluralism in some sections of the Post Keynesian camp. As an additional example, in their review of key themes in Post Keynesian economics, Hamouda and Harcourt suggest that rather than adopting a single approach, Post Keynesians could adopt a "horses for courses" approach to selecting research methods. They agree with Dow's suggestion that Post
Keynesians should adopt research methods appropriate to the question at hand, rather than allowing technique to determine which questions are asked (Hamouda and Harcourt 1988:25; Dow 1985) . Two key areas of advantages of pluralism are propositions (Dow 1999:22; see also Mäki 2002) .
Pluralism might also facilitate discussions within and among heterodox traditions.
Dunn identifies the significance of this issue for the future path of Post Keynesian economics:
The future of Post Keynesianism rests upon choosing one of two available strategies. Either it can attempt to engage with mainstream economics, or it can seek links to other traditions with which it may be methodologically compatible, and engage in a more productive debate than has presently been possible (Dunn 2000:356) However, the nature of the pluralism being considered by Post Keynesians is relatively limited compared with the feminist approaches discussed above.
Generally, there is little debate that Post Keynesian researchers should share a common ontological approach (King 2004 (King , 2002b Dow 2002) . Rather, discussion centres on the extent to which it might be appropriate to combine different research methods to gain insights into causal processes underlying economic events. For example, Dow gives detailed accounts of the way in which differing methods might be combined to produce insights into a specific research question in a manner she has described as Babylonian method or "structured" pluralism (Dow 2002 (Dow , 2004a (Dow , 2005 . The need for "triangulation" within social research provides a further rationale for the use of plural methods (Downward and Mearman 2006 Accommodating and achieving pluralist approaches to economic research can be a challenging goal. Even in forums specifically dedicated to encouraging pluralism in economics, conscious efforts may be required to ensure that women's perspectives are heard (New and Fleetwood, 2006) . Our suspicion is that accommodation in a big, or pluralist, Post Keynesian tent might extend only to those feminist scholars who use research methods consistent with a realist form of ontology, particularly critical realism. This might mean that research post structuralist or post modern research consistent only with a "strong social constructivist ontology" will be rejected by Post Keynesians (Downward, Dow and Fleetwood 2006:176) . It might also mean that theories that are appraised only by reference to internal criteria such as consistency, rather than by reference to a "real" economy are excluded (Dow 1990:349) . It is interesting to note at this point that when Dunn (2000) identifies the potential for productive discussions between Post Keynesians and others, he discusses "methodologically compatible"
traditions, as potentially including institutionalists, neoinstitutionalists, Austrians and Schumpterians. Feminist economics is not identified in that particular discussion.
The advantages for Post Keynesians from adopting a relatively broad approach to pluralism -learning from the experiences of feminism -are numerous but there are also some potential costs. The range of insights and implications that can be generated by a very plural approach can be impressive. Special editions of Feminist Economics that focus on policy issues such as "Gender and Aging" Coherent policy implications can be generated by studies using divergent methods and methodologies. Indeed when contrasting approaches appear to point to some common conclusions, the confidence in those conclusions might be perceived as stronger than those based on a unitary approach to economic theorising and research.
There are other potential advantages to a relatively broad ranging pluralism. The capacity for feminist economics to accommodate a wide range of methodologies, including those generally associated with mainstream economics, leaves scope for dialogue and engagement with the mainstream. This might be viewed as an essentially pragmatic outcome rather than a sound methodological argument.
However, as discussed above, Nelson (2003b) identifies this as a relevant consideration in the current political climate.
The potential costs are are fairly commonly identified as problems with pluralism:
it is not difficult to develop arguments pointing to inconsistencies within the diverse research agendas of feminist scholarship and debate on key policy issues within feminist economics is common. It would be a brave scholar who proposed that there is a feminist approach to any particular policy issue. This potential cost, of course, varies with the extent to which consistency is valued as a goal of social research methodology.
Conclusions
There are potential gains from productive exchanges between different economic traditions. As contributors to this symposium have noted, feminists and Post
Keynesians have track records of detailed research on important, complementary issues. It seems likely that there may be possible synergies from combining different insights.
However, there are contrasts in the underlying philosophies of feminist and Post
Keynesian traditions. Many of these relate to the historical developments of the two schools and it appears possible that the contrasts may increasingly become a matter of different emphasis rather than outright incompatibility. It seems likely that the extent to which Post Keynesians and feminists are prepared to draw from and contribute to thought from other traditions might depend to a large extent on their approach to methodological debates that run deeper than the identification of topics of common interest.
There is reason to be optimistic about potential Post Keynesian contributions to feminism. Feminist economics not only has a history of engaging in productive exchanges with a wide range of traditions but has relatively few concerns with accommodating plural methods and methodologies. The larger challenge might be for Post Keynesians to be open to insights from feminist economics. Recent and continuing Post Keynesians debate appears to indicate, in the short term at least, some reluctance to accommodate relatively broad, pluralist approaches to economic research. In this context it might be difficult for some feminists to have their knowledge accepted within the currently contentious boundaries of Post Keynesianism. However, it is unlikely that all feminists would want to do so.
Those who understand Post Keynesians' approaches to realism and research methods may find enough room in a big tent to accommodate visiting rights.
Perhaps such visits will facilitate productive discussion rather than ongoing cohabitation. However, future debate and discussion between those willing to identify and pursue issues of mutual interest is something we will follow with interest.
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